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R F.MARKS 

- ecu^m 

The examiner objected to Claims 16-17, 20, 36-3" 40 u d * t N * 

)i impro ?erdc| Li ton i 

\H 1 h Uli t 1 1 K. v T U Tl to vvll. f i e s 1 kdilOtlc US a !(.-, 

without considering constraints,'* as in claim 16. This feature further limits claim I , since it is 
an additional feature to the feature recited in the base claim I . Therefore clearly, claim 16 
further limits the bast claim 1 he other claims were similarly amended and thus further limit 
'hen rcsp<A \ e base hums i an an dogous manner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C $102 

The examiner rejected Claims 1-8, 12, 14-15,17-28,32, 34-35, 37-46, 51-55, 57-61, 63- 
73 under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by Jones et al (2002/01 1 1 935). 

Before discussing Applicant's claims and the way in which the claim* disti nu , i ox ei 
the prior art it may be k 1 < the examiner for Applicant to review in a non-limiting.mttn»er 
vj 1 , hMO h \ ^ 1 Ik >o t Lul u'lix r mts. 

As described by Applicant: 

ire may n et the fligl s 1 res pen u tl a 
constraints, such as through other parts of Us rules (in particular lor 
ATP fares, through rule "categories" 4, 8, 9 and 999 and through a 
"maximum permitted mileage"). 'The routing is typically the 
source coi rami ui< hi combi Hhat 
satisfies the fare's routing, does not contain excessively long 
layovers, and has proper seat availability is quite likely to satisfy a 
tare's rules. 

\ u\ d ,m fer i 'hul -, > uiu a < s o ! u i i'o 10 

includes receiving 52 trip segments, and iterating uver each trip 
segment by selecting 53 a trig segment, by retrieving 54a "through, 
ares n all airlines I'he process looks up 54b the outings o 
each of the through fares that has routings and eliminates duplicate 
routings 54c, The process derates 58 over ail trip segments and 
din mates 56 an> duplicate routings. 
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For each trip segment, for each non-duplicate routing, the 
I e s ~o m u 't -> m i i tin hi i g< s t e i ,* 

constrained by the routing* but which otherwise satisfy user 
defined constraints on query tone, origin and destination and so 
forth, The process 50 also generates 59 flight combinations that 
are unconstrained by fare routings based on the original query 
information for each trip segment 1 he process 50 sends 60 the 
determined flight combinations (both constrained and 
unconstrained) to a faring process 20, hi order to price 62 the 
Might combinations. The process 50 selects and returns 62 
answers to the user,' 

he * o, . ie-o vd above and in the remainder of Applicant's specification, considers 
constraints on sequences of flights between endpoints of a trip, e.g., routings, thus likely 
jesuiuiw in more .sets ol flm t -equeoces, itineraries sahoi\ng foe flue sot una atLs." Now 
turning to \ppiieani's claims. 

Cl aims 1 and 21 

Applicant's claim 1 is patentahly distinct over Jones, since Jones neither describes nor 
suggests at least the features of.... determining constraints on sequences of flights between the 
t 1 it i eiripst is i v j is denvci from properties < ? in be used 

with the flights and generating itineraries from flights using the constraints .... 

in rejecting claim L the examiner stated 



Joik's si ai ('<>35i di.scioses: 

receiving nig) segments, see figure .1 (3ftO); 

deiertwhiiog constraints on sequences ei'«i«hjs between the «uip«iats of the 
trip segments, the constraints tierived from properties of fares "hat can he used wish 
She flights, see (302): 

generating itineraries from flights using the constraints, see (310); and 

pricing the itineraries, see figure 6 (60ff). 



' ApjjcliaHfs snccifiestion page 7, line 28 to page 8. line 21. 
s kt r ;n.v UU»v<- U* .;n 

\ I \ ;ou;u;v. :l } -Oi-xIuLt ) i i 1 ) hi v. ..MiMtiors !! ihsi rnmch > < t if 

> ! ! ! ) ( 1 t !J !tl- 1 Lift s.., ' \ > ^ ttUjI 

S 1 'tontrogs lint t< 

v t' - ti, CK O UU<' ' ■! \-, > .i *0. t l! j. t v. is !KU «. 1^ ^ < a \ v ^ 1 ss 'i hu 

itiiKr ir> v. i triples, generated b> tins process 



i mend it the featun ot determinis c train! is c ec i 

(302), which is found in FIG. 3 and generating itineraries ... using the constraints is disclosed at 
(31 OX which is also found in FIG. 3. 

\pp Si cant disagrees In 302 knit v. ihes » s t Mo ! ( f ' in s 

between the input departure city and mp t t step ! fones scribes h , 

) S ' v s u i s i i i a th ) tin < wi nth t , ^ "L 

departure city." Nowhere in the cited passages from Jones, nor elsewhere in Jones however 
dt - > e ^ d>.w i mm uiiMi tn'iMhc i ... I iJt ucVln 

i s < xh hi i nents, the const! its derived rom properti< * res tha be used 
with the flights." At the passages cited by the examiner, J ones determines segments of the trip 
and Ones fares thai can he used between the segments. However, Jones does not determine any 
properties of tares, nor uses constraints derived from those properties in the process of 
generating it inerari es. 

Claim 21 is allowable tor analogous reasons. 

Claims 2- H 22-35.42-50. 52 r 5A and 53-62 

Each of claims 2-15, 22-35, 42-50, 52-56, and 58-62 require that the claimed constraints 
he on a particufrij fe dure involved in trax el planning, Each oi the claims are allowable for 
v > '\ U v. ^ * <n t < > i h'i, c i i us and h.wai v (1 c J ,n , .a . v ol 1 nt 
is neither described nor suggested by the cited reference. 

.Claim 2 

( sing claim 2 as just one es ample, claim 2 requires that "the constraints are <. n flights.*' 
The examiner contends: "Jones et al ('935) further discloses Uw constraints arc on flights, see 
% no 5 (H$« 

giare 5 ones does not show constraints on iligi Rati 1 ore 5 shows 
eonstx hnts on the user quer) . In claim 2, the recited constraints arc deri\ ed from properties of 
tares thai can he used with the flights. Jones simply does not describe deriving anything 
corresponding to the claimed constraints from properties of the fares useable with the flights. 
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' r :^ - a i jhz 

Using churn 14 as anol imph iiraI4requi tthe^eons 1 ire restrictions 
on flight oi f desti ttioi Fhe examiner contends thai tones ei 35) urthei 
disi ^ he constraint are n tactions o origin unl destin lion sec (003? nd (0043)." 

Cham 14 is renls d e tbt u rot suggested hs Jones Rot 1 "* m Oh ^ { n * s bom Jones 
are reproduced below. 



Relational database 14 is also connected to connect point interface 18. 
Connect point interface IS serves fo pace down possible connection points between 
travel segments from those that are merely possible to those thai are reasonable. For 
example, when one is attempting to hook a flight from Dallas to Chicago, «»c may 
possibly coaaect on a flight in Cairo, Rgypt. However, connect point inierfaee IS 
would exclude sorb an unreasonable connection. Nevertheless;, conned point 
interface 18 would allow » reasonable connection, such as one ntaciein St. Louis, 
Mo. Those skilled in the art will appreciate that an implementation of connect point 
interface 11 may be empirically developed using heuristics and experience, and the 
interface may comprise, for example, a table of city pairs, linked by allowable 
conned ism points. 

f«04,l? Again with reference to HO, 2. several other data feeds feed a fare 
portion 148 of database 14, These other data ieerfs comprise fare data 222 and roles 
224, Pass dai s fe< 2 ' , sencs the Sate;, ihai can be applied to various flights, 
ami rides data feed 224 represents the rides for applying lares fo various flights. 
Routing rules 226 place restrictions <m the cities and routes that may he used for 
planning an itinerary. Finally, flight applicability data 228 qualify the application of 
c rfaia {arcs o ihe variou t t<< t< Flight a plicabitif.y data 228 typical!) 
comprise data from travel providers denoting restrictions on applying certain fares 
in certain flights. 



Kc\ Inn- ;h • >as, dun I requires: "determining constraints on sequences of flights 
<{ tr > t t ihe trip segment the const tints dc; ec on pi ope ies o a ih 

can he o voir M sic high^: and generating tic*- n n (lights usiou the > s u s 
\ppHcant contends that 0k passages do not. sugges constraints are re fictions n flight origin 

and destination,' as used in claim 14 when read with claim i . 

This follows because Jones neither at. those passages nor elsewhere determines 

constraints, as claimed. Rather, these passages cited from Jones describe a "Connect point 
to s. s \ u K ,ku T'ii tteCaec is svTcinj u 1 x> < s naveta * 

points between travel segments from those that are merely possible to those that are reasonable." 

These are not constraints derived from "'properties of fares that can he used with the flights." 

Indeed, as thai ;\o - v- d'e esample that Jones iocs, nameh d\n csampie. when one is 



attempting to book a Slight from Dallas to Chicago, one may possibly connect on a flight in 
Cairo, Egypt." Exclusion of that connect point is not based on any property of a fare that can be 
used with a flight, but rather that the connection for a flight through Cairo is an "unreasonable 
connection."' 

Similar!} ira ipb HO-H] iones do^s oi '<.<.•* (. si •> s i 1 m c< Ra 

'onesdestn < i ' eh iue<ii i udc "V- u m o 1 <. ^ <. u t\ 1 U 

228, v <v v \ i lorn o g. All CO indeed \ Pto n. v *. vCo 

some of the raw data used by a travel planning system to determine some of the features recited 
in Applicant' s claims, but nothing in these feeds correspond to; 'dietennining constraints on 
en ^ t-dww .-of the tndpnm! c the rip egment s 'i sun L ^ed turn 

] .re i,s> , i vi v ? s U j I the flights ' N In add.tnn wn 5 > i 0 s tn s 

nor suggests to use any of these feeds to determine the claimed constraints. Therefore, Jones 
inherently neither describes nor suggests "constraints are restrictions on if gin origin and 
destination." 

Claims 16. 17. 20. 3j , g" arid 40 

Each of claims 16, 17, 20, 36, 37 and 40 require generating additional itineraries without 
eonsidc ng constrain I eh of the cl ms an dlowable foj easons diseusse in then 
respective base claims and because the combination of dan ted features nei h« described nor 
-mvuvsw ^ \ .J iCu-. 

s c e >o a d< n i( e ills n id -> \ e 

to el s v v v.e s vi na vonstiamts" 

The examiner contends that: "Jones et al ('935 ) further discloses pricing of itineraries 
vvitk considering constraints we ignre (302) 

\pplk v tc i iv rifo this s lenient ! ' d e 1 it : 2 \ ics doe^ u * eonsuk 
nor indeed produce "'constraints derived from properties of fares that can be used with the 
flights ' fherefore, Jones dot § price itineraries w ithoui considering "constraints derived from 
properties of lares that can be used with the 1 lights." since Jones does not consider the churned 
constraints per sc. However, claim 16 depends from claim 1 which also includes the features of 



determining co st its generatit itine irk h >m tli hi sh 1 he isi dpi 
the itineraries. It is submitted thai Jones 302 cannot be reasonably construed to teach both 
pricing iv » e hou onsiderin onstrain im pt c g of itinei n e< h 
constraints. 

t s\N / :: o t , i • i ' ltjhcs wHImm eorwiderin 

constraints, does not describe the combination of pricing itineraries considering the claimed 

i tts u i iKsHi'ii,! i m i n i v i i s ' s x led to? in 

claim 16. 

t, I abo\e - ro o , i >. - s u,m )< 

if ! m? to k < ii ! it u pi an K ^ u SU l i i 

same elements from Jones to teach both features of pricing of itineraries without considering the 
claimed constraints and pricing of itineraries by considering the claimed constraints. However, 
both of these mc 3 stations of Jones cannot be supported by element 302. 

Claims 18, 19, 38 and 39 are allowable at least for the reasons discussed in claim 1 , 
Claims 41 , 63 and 68, which require instructions to: "determine constraints on sequences 
of fi « 1 hem con the endpomts ui the trip segments, the constraints derived from properties of 
' ^ hu ! v . \niiti 1 i nl tkek titua't i no ' i ' t ot stmmts, 
arc aeithet described no? niggested bs Jones for the reasons discussed abo\ e in conjunction with 
claim. 1. 

Claims dependent on claim 41 or 63 or 68 ' i ns discussed 

in a * md/< (i ddi v- \ eason s discussed in c e pond $g cpt i t s I aims for 
claim 1. 

L.fa|PM.5i.d0iL57 

v ^ to iis 1 n «. d 4 ice the reference neither describes 

i >^ ^ •> mnaamm, o determine eemuapt i uooi Hsu' in taK 

rules to control the maimer in which flights are combined prior io evaluation of litre rules." The 
examine: ag; in relies m item (302) from lone-, to teac i this featui c 1 km eve? , a aire id} 
discussed, Jones does not derive or determine constraints derived from fares. Therefore, Jones 
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i ii < i i its derived f fare rules and fa o su c e t t iphk 

and airline constraints derived from tare rules," as claimed. 

c \ an > ' ^o,v » - , ,< , • is reasons 

Claim Rejections ■ 3p. LLlllilQl 

The examiner resected Claims 9, 13. 29. 33, 47, 50. 56, 62 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
k k ' Utrt >^ o\oi Jones et al ) 1 ! h>> in \ et 1 c\ l\\ 1 s >^tn 
he c\ k v i S ti o 0 ( S unde r > I Si 163(a) s bung 

ip it u < 1 v. v ( Ml v N i i It, S i> + litkltil t <) 

Hie examine} als< rejected ( Hums 11,31, 19 are rejected under 35 < S.C 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Jones et al (2002/0111935) in view of the Travel Gazette. 

Each of these claims are allowable over any combination of Jones, Tanner, Travel 
Gazette and official notice, at least because no combination of these claims describes or suggests 
die features of, e.g., ^determining constraints on sequences of flights between the endpoints of 
fee trip .segments, the constraints derived from properties of fares that can be used wifb the 
its usrog the eonstnumsT as set forth n the base 

claims. 

This Reply is also accompanied by an Information Disclosure - t applicant 
requests the examiner's consideration of these references. Applicant submits that the claims are 
pate Uabte vei he e erenee ; on this statement whether taken separately or in combination with 
the art of record. 

it is believed that, all the rejections and/or objections raised by the examiner have been 
addressed. 

v i ^ > - )\ a ! v it 6 n t i pt k f i i s * 

i ^ s \ ction cu nested at he nnet'sv i i t 

_ epent en came-, m , ^ : ' - v ' 1 e c amis on 

vhich the dept. u \ stent >h c incei d claims i ha e been c nee! ch it! >ui prejudice 
ut disclaimer. 
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Any circomsianee in which the applicant has (a) addressed certain comments of the 
examiner docs not mean that the applicant concedes other comments of the examiner, (b) made 
arguments for the patentability of some claims does not mean that there are not other good 
ei so , n v»k ! ah t <> i o-c J u is u ohnt la; o rt , tn cooed > lacceled u,,'/ 
does not mean that the applicant concedes any of the examiner's positions with respect to that 
claim or other claims. 

No fee is believed to be due. If a tec is duo please apply that fee ami any other charges 
or credits to deposit account 06-1050. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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